PZ- 15-021

VILLAGE OF WESTMONT
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

MEETING DATE: June 10, 2015 AGENDA ITEM: PZ 15-021

TITLE: Village of Westmont regarding a Zoning Code text amendment as follows:

(A) Amend Appendix A - Zoning, Article X - Off-Street Parking and Cff-Street Loading, Section
10.06 - Off-Street Parking, of the Westmont Code of Ordinances to define multiple-family parking

requirements based on new dwelling classifications.

BACKGROUND OF ITEM

This text amendment was prompted by a recent PZC request and staff concerns regarding existing
parking regulations that do not differentiate the parking requirements for multiple-family dwelling
uses. Currently, code requires 2% parking spaces for each dwelling unit, with no accommodation or
relief for developments that have a high number of small dwelling units. As dwelling units can vary in
size from efficiency units designed for 1 person up to multiple-bedroom units, an average of 2%

parking spaces can impede development where high density and limited space exist.

Effects of this requirement can be seen throughout the Village B-1 zoning district, and is further
hindered when considered with the mixed-use of residential and commercial. When business and
commercial parking requirements are combined with residential housing, it can result in large,

under-utilized parking lots that create gaps in streetscape unity.

Example of Parking Surplus at Efficiency Mixed-Use Property



PZ- 15-021

COMPARABLE COMMUNITIES

As a part of background research, staff found that several neighboring communities
break-down the Multiple-Family classification beyond current Village standards. Although
some communities have created reduced standards based on Zoning (such as a Central
Business District) and/or Senior Housing, Village staff has found that dwelling unit size would
best compliment existing code. Staff supports adoption of the below descriptions in regards to

Multiple-Family Parking:

e Efficiency - 1 parking space for each dwelling unit.
e 1 Bedroom - 1% parking spaces for each dwelling unit.
® 2 Bedrooms - 2 parking spaces for each dwelling unit.

¢ 3 bedrooms and over - 2% parking spaces for each dwelling unit.

This code amendment will provide parking relief for existing mixed-use developments that
repeatedly require parking variances when accommodating a new business and commercial
component, as well as encouraging new development and redevelopment with a lessened

parking standard.

The above recommendations are based on the data gathered from other local villages and a fuli

comparison can be found in the attached spreadsheet.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

The Comprehensive Plan favors shared parking, reduced parking when applicable, as well as
parking maximums. These principles can better promote pedestrian accessibility and reduce
the typically large amount of asphalt dedicated to parking, particularly in front of shopping
centers. In the instances of existing residential and proposed new residential developments, it
is likely that there will be shared parking, especially for multiple-family developments in the
Downtown, where residents will commute using the train and will have less automobiles than
typical residents. In addition, 2% spaces per unit results in much more required parking than

even a 2 space per unit minimum, particularly for efficiency, studio or 1 bedroom apartments.
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The Comprehensive Plan specifically refers to parking in Objective 17 of “Commercial Areas
Goal 2: Enhance the economic viability, appearance, and function of the Village’s commercial
corridors, including Ogden Avenue, 63rd Street, and portions of Naperville Road and Cass
Avenue.

Objective 17: Consider innovative parking and access management techniques implemented
through regulations or incentives such as shared curb cuts to commercial sites, cross-access
easements between properties, discounted parking requirements for shared or remote parking,
on-street parking discounts, reduced parking requirements for bike parking and trail

connections, and maximum parking requirements, among others.”

The Comprehensive Plan also refers to the Village’s “downtown parking study prepared in 2008
(by Rich and Associates, Inc.) in part to provide parking recommendations and policy
considerations for a comprehensive plan. According to the report, there is more than adequate
parking available Downtown Westmont where, at a maximum, less than 50 percent of the
downtown public and private parking spaces are utilized. However, it is important to note that
there is a common community perception of not enough parking in the downtown area. This is
attributed to the fact that 60 percent of the parking is essentially reserved for specific uses as it

is privately owned and not available for general public use, only individual businesses.”

SUMMARY
Staff recommends the above text amendments to the Westmont Code of Ordinances to revise

the multiple-family parking regulations as proposed.

ATTACHMENTS

Public hearing notice appearing in the May 27, 2015 edition of Westmont Suburban Life
Spreadsheet with research on local multiple-family parking standards

Article, “Releasing the Parking Brake on Economic Development,” May 2015 APA
Planning Practice

Westmont Parking Reduction Memo, Farr Associates

Draft Ordinance
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| By BRIAN CANEPA and JOSHUA KARLIN-RESNICK .~ "
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of peak parking deman

- |the Parkin

Cities flourish with reduced parking requirements. " -

| THE COST IS INVISIBLE TO CONSUMERS AND POLICY MAKERS, but every developer knows

6
~ envelope on car storage rather than revenue-generating living space. $FRequne-

nontesidential uses—are pure waste. 4fDevelopers and planners in Petaluma, California, can attest to the

S| ing Brake on i
- |[Economic Development |

+ yust how much parking requirements figure into any pro forma, 4 The mimimum | .. : .
requiremnents 1 place in most municipalities—one to. two spaces per residential | =
unit—add an estimated six to 16 percent to per-unit costs through a combination | - .-
of construction expenses and the opportunity costs of using a limited development: | - >

- ments for retail uses are often much higher. A recent study by the Transportation o
e o R, « =7 Reseatch Board found that parking was oversupplied in mixed use districts byan i« o+
- | average of 65 ix-rce’nt, meaning that between four and 10 percent of the added costs—likely much more for URE

Eowet of elrmmating thys form of forced waste. Fifteen years ago, Petaluma’s Theatre Diserict was marked ¥
y surface parking, vacant lots, and derelict industrial burldings, Planners considered it a prime opportunity | =% ¢

| toextend ard remnvigorate its downtown with a mixed use district anchored by a multiscreen cmnema. In the

end, easing parking requirements i the area became crucial to making that vision a reahty. #fInstead of | "=

bar or restaurant, the city allowed the company to determine how much parking was reasonable. Consider-
n}g the on-street parking supply in the area and how the project’ different uses might have different periods
g, the developer settled on one space per 300 square feet across the project. . .. .0

| forcing the developer, Basin Street Properties, to provide as much as one space per 50.0r 100 square feetof | | 7

«« Amencan Planning Assrciation

IR |



Getting parking
right might be a
more dependable

and longer lasting
form of economic
development.

Vin Smith, a planning consuitant who represented Basin Street
in the planning and entitlement process, says the project would
“absolutely not™ have penciled out without the city’s flexibility on
parking. “We easily saved a floor or two of parking garage con-
struction,” Smith says. At a price tag of roughly $20,000 per space,
that means the reduced parking requirements saved as much as $3
million.

Little more than a decade later, it's obvious that the now built-
out Theatre District provides a compelling argument for that kind
of flexibility. The area is alive on Friday night: Residents are arriv-
ing home from work, office workers are heading to happy hour,
and people are walking to catch a movie at the 12-screen Boule-
vard Cineroas, a meal at Bistro 100, or to find something sweet at
MoYo's Frozen Yogurt Lounge. Smith, who lives in the area, says
the parking supply is well used but not overloaded.

A critical time

For the last century or so, cities have been struggling with the par-
adox of parking: Cars need large amounts of space, but making
room for them comes at a direct cost to the vibrancy that makes the
people in the cars want to come in the first place.

A 2013 smudy called “The Effects of Urban Fabric Changes on
Real Estate Property Tax,” by researchers at the University of Con-
necticut, estimated that Hartford dedicates 15 percent of CBD land
area—more than 7.5 million square feet—to parking. If each office
worker needs 250 square feet of building space (a conservative es-
timate}, that means the city could accommodate 30,000 additional
sorely needed jobs if that land were dedicated to one-story office
buildings rather than car-storage space.
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The same study estimated that if the amount of land dedicated
to surface parking had stayed the same as it was in 1950, the an-
nual loss to government coffers would equal nearly $22 million in
Hartford, $6.5 million in nearby New Haven, and $3 million in
Arlington, Virginia.

The story is doubtless the same in rnany cities across the coun-
try, and the lost economic activity is all the more damaging in an
era of tight municipal budgets. Even as the economy recovers from
the 2008 financial crisis, every underused parcel in a city's down-
town represents a costly missed opportunity.

Economic development is a central charge of local elected of-
ficials and their appointees, and their strategies often take the form
of tax breaks for companies that promise a short-term infusion of
jobs. Getting parking right might be 2 more dependable and longer
lasting form of economic development.

Consider the examples of Ann Arbor, Michigan; Colurnbus, In-
diana; and Sacramento, California. These three cities—of different
sizes, with different development contexts, and in different parts of
the country—have each reduced or eliminated off-street parking
requirements downtown and in mixed use areas, yielding a range
of benefits.

In some places, lifting onerous parking requirements has made
infill development more financially viable, opening the door to
projects that renew derelict buildings or activate what were previ-
ously inactive hardscapes or garbage-strewn lots. For others, it has
simplified the development process, speeding the pace of revital-
ization.

In no cases have the reduced requirements led to the parking
shortages or economic losses that are frequently feared.




Sacramento’s sea change

Developer Michael Heller says that for years, Sacra-
mento was z large central city with lofty, progressive
ideals but conservative parking practices that more
or less matched those in the suburbs, where land
was plentiful enough to make it easy to surround a
building with a sea of parking at a reasonable cost.
Where land was much scarcer, the requirements led
to either scaled down ambiticns or time-consuming,
costly, and highly political efforts to waive parking
requirements and make projects viable.

“On one side of their mouths, everyone at the
city was espousing green principles and encourag-
ing transit-oriented development, but on the de-
velopment-application processing side, yon had to
deal with this antiquated code;” Heller says. “You got
pulied in two directions”

All that changed in 2012, The city eliminated
parking minimums in its Central Business and Arts
and Entertainment districts, reduced minimums in
some other parts of the city, and allowed develop-
ers to reduce those already lower requirements with
programs and facilities that encouraged access by
non-auto modes, The changes were rooted in a study
that found that even at peak times, between 40 and
65 percent of spaces were unoccupied in five focus
areas in central Sacramento.

The reforms have led to a sea change in the de-
velopment process. Under the old regime, most de-
velopers found they simply did not have the land to
build all the required parking and would instead ap-
ply for a waiver. Processing it would take anywhere
from four to eight months and often ended up being
a “lose-lose situation,” says Greg Sandlund, an asso-
ciate planner for the city who played a key role in the
city’s parking-requirement overhaul,

The planning commission and city council de-
nied just one parking ratio waiver between 2000
and 2010, which meant that “the community got
worked up and the development was delayed.” even
though the parking that was ultimately provided was
far lower than the code required. “It becamne a game
that only the sophisticated knew how to play;’ Heller
says. “It wasn't a genuine process and it took a lat of
time and money”

Today, the city’s parking code aligns with the vi-
sions espoused in the general plan, allowing plan-
ners to simply enter "no planning issues” (that is, no
planning problems) on applications for projects that
are looking to build the amount of parking develop-
ers think is needed to compete in the marketplace.
Heller points to two developments to explain how
the code update changed his business.

In the mid-2000s, his company built the Mid-
town Art Retail Restaurant Scene, a block-long,
mixed use, adaptive-reuse development in 4 thriving
neighborhood just a few blocks east of the Califor-
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nia state capitol. Heller says it has 55,000 square feet
of retail and office space, which means the parking
regulations required roughly 150 dedicated parking
spaces on a parcel that was already built lot line to lot
line, with no room to add vehicle storage.

Heller cobbled together agreements with five
small lots near the building to account for some of
that parking and had to go to the planning commis-
sion to waive the rest of the requirement. The pro-
css was “a Iot of work™ and ultimately delayed the
project by scveral months, he says.

Today, Heller is moving forward on another
adaptive reuse project about a mile to the southwest,
next to alight-rail station, called the Ice Blocks. With
60,000 square feet of office space, 50,000 square feet
of retail, and 150 housing units, the project would
have required more than 500 parking spaces under
the old regulations. Instead, Heller is providing two
spots for every three residential units and minimal
parking for the office and retail space, and he will
be implementing a tobust transportation demand
management program to encourage people to come
to the site by other modes. The project is moving
forward quickly, spared the expense and delays that
had been a part of the previous process.

“The city really listened to us on this topic and
took bold measures to embrace true green prin-
ciples in the new parking code,” Heller says. “I tip
my hat to staff on this because the city is now teed
up for real growth with a framework for progressive,
thoughtful infill projects”

Sacramento’s development market is still stuck
in a post-economic-crisis slamp, having built just
200 housing units last year, but Sandlund says that
sparing developers from building millions of dollars’
worth of unneeded parking has helped move more
projects into the pipeline. “I don't think there’s been
an explosion of development, but if anything, at least
the parking code isn't getting in the way of develop-
ment,” Sandlund adds.

There is evidence that larger economic impacts
are right around the corner. One proposal that en-
tered the pipeline last year was the i15 project, a
proposed eight-story mixed use development with
96 residential units, more than 5,000 square feet of
ground-floor retail, and zero on-site parking. The
regulatory changes have also had a major impact
on things like tenant improvements. Whereas trans-
forming a retail space into one suitable for a restau-
rant, with higher parking requirements, would have
required a lengthy trip through the waiver process,
such improvements can be made by right today.

Columbus kicks the rules to the curb

Those unfamiliar with Columbus, Indiana (pop.
45,000), have no reason to suspect this small city
would be on the cutting edge of parking policy. But

[
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in 2008, it eliminated parking requirements in
its downtown district. The change was part of a
larger effort to revitalize the area, and its imple-
mentation amounted to a “non-event,” rooted
in a “shared understanding of where downtown
was going,” says planning director Jeff Bergman,
AICP.

“There was a feeling at the time that the lo-
cal government, through the zoning ordinance,
didn’t have nor really could have enough infor-
mation to accurately regulate parking down-
town, not without potentially causing same sort
of negative consequence,’ he says. Without reli-
able metrics, the city decided to leave these deci-
sions to the market.

Bergman notes that the change has allowed

developers and planners to focus on other as-
pects of projects, instead of getting hung up on
whether a project was going to meet its parking requirernents. This
has led to better developments that reflect the true visign of devel-
opers and the needs of their tenants. y

As an example, Bergman points to a regional headquarters for
the First Financial Bank, in the southwest cormer of downtown.
The combined bank branch and office building development
opened in 2014 with 62 surface parking spaces, built to accom-
modate the anticipated needs of employees traveling to the office
for regular meetings.

Parking was a non-issue during the development approval pro-
cess. And the limited parking approach has been successful from
the developer’s perspective.

The Cole; a four-story mixed use residential building across
the street, is another development that has gone up since the

' regulatory change. The project wrapped around a redevelopment

authority-sponsored parking garage that was already going up on
the same biock, and the developer was able to negotiate with the
authority to reserve 200 spaces for use by the 146 residential units

’| in the new building.

Developer Matt Griffin, who led the effort for the Buckingham
Companies, says the Cole shows that eliminating parking require-
ments does not mean developers will stint on parking. In the case
of the Cole and infill projects in other places, it has simply meant
he has had the flexibility to provide only the amount of parking
that his company thought was truly needed for the developments
to succeed,

“Most jurisdictions are coming around to the point that at least
for multifamily projects, it's our business, and if we underpark our-
selves, we're going to destroy our primary cash flow,” Griffin says.
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Ann Arbor 2t tha forefront

Although it is near the epicenter of the auto industry, Ann Arbor
was an early trendsetter in minimizing the role of parking in the
development equation; it eliminated most of its downtown parking
requirements in the 1960s, Coupled with a long-standing commit-
ment to building publicly owned and managed structured park-
ing and pricing it at market rates, the lack of requirements laid
the groundwork for what is one of Michigen’s mast vibrant down-
towns. Ann Arbor boasts retail occupancy rates that are among the
highest in the state and a mere three percent residential vacancy
rate.

According to the city’s zoning code, downtown projects that ad-
here to the letter of the code are not required to provide any park-
ing, and those that exceed floor-area limits are required to provide
just one space per 1,000 square feet of additional floor area, far
lower than typical requirements.

Susan Pollay, executive director of the city’s Downtown De-
velopment Authority, says the low requirements have had a direct
impact on the city’s development environment. “There has been a
strategy that from the beginning [eliminated] parking at the heart
of our zoning, so we've been able to build a strong downtown core,”
she says.

Over the years, developers have steadily gobbled up surface
parking lots for projects. Of late, the focus has been in the area
around East Washington and South Division streets. On that cor-
ner, Pollay says, a small building surrounded by surface parking
was recently replaced by a 10-story residential building with a gro-
cery store and fast-food restaurant on the ground floor and far less
parking than zoning codes typically require.

RENDERING CCURTESY D&S DEVELOPMENT INC.



EUFFALO, NEW YORK

“People walked around
downtown and saw all

this surface

arking that

Is ample and underpriced
and said,

Next door, another residential high rise weist up on a lot with | quirements citywide, in hopes of spurring development on some of

a low building and surface parking lot. Across Washington, the
McKinley Towne Center filled in its driveway with a new retail
building to create a steady, active street front along East Liberty
Street.

Across downtown, at the corner of Huron and Ashley streets, a
recently built mixed use residential high rise with minimal park-
ing will soon be joined by a new hotel that will provide no parking,
replacing another low-density development surrounded by a sea of
asphalt. There is plenty of parking in a city-owned parking garage
down the block.

The University of Michigan’s tens of thousands of students,
faculty, staff, and supporters provide a sizable and steady market
for Ann Arbor businesses, which are located close to the campus,
But the city shows that the fears that drive policy makers to err on
the side of oversupplying parking are largely unfounded. If a tight
parking supply really limited an area’s economic potential, Ann
Arbor businesses would be struggling, university or not. Ingtead,

despite high parking prices and long wait lists for garage permits, |

the development market could scarcely be hotter.

“Apartments are filled to the brim]” Pollay says. “If parking was
the driving factor, that wouldn't be the case because none of them |
are providing parking at the rates that would typically be required.”

An idea spreads

Buffalo, New York, may soon become the next example—and the
biggest to date—of what can happen when a city takes parking
out of the development-review process. At press time, the city was

about to become the first in the country to eliminate parking re-

its many surface parking lots,

The change was part of a zoning code update that was focused
on revitalizing the citys downtown, which today contains two
parking spaces for every job. City officials saw those parking spaces
as a massive opportunity.

“People walked around downtown and saw all this surface
parking that is ample and underpriced and said, ‘We want develop-
ment here, we want buildings here,” says Daniel Hess, an associate
professor of urban and regional planning at the University of Buf-
falo who has studied the city’s zoning code reform process.

That a Rust Belt city like Buffalo has eliminated parking mini-
mums is evidence that we have come a long way in how we think
about downtown development. The idea that providing ample
parking was the key to economic success has begun to give way to
the realization that too much parking can cause economic stagrra-
tion. Sacramento, Columbus, Ann Arbor, and, soon, Buffalo are
leading examples of how much economic development potential is
sitting right under many citieg’ tires. ]
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Parking Requrement Impacts on Mousing Afforcabiiity, by the
Victoria Transportation Policy Institute viprorg/park-hou pdf
Parking i Mixed-Use Districts, by Rachel Weinberger and Joshua
Karlin-Resrick, presented at the 94th annual Transportation
‘Research Board meeting in 2015.
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A way to make CIt!es functlon better By DONALD SHOUP mcp ;

on Parki

have asked you to devise planning policies
that will increase the demand for cars and

fuel. Consider three policies that will make

land uses (housing here, jobs there, shoppin:
somewhere else) will increase travel demancf
Second, linuting density will spread the city
and increase travel demand. Third, minimum
parking requirements will ensure ample free

default way to travel. -

Amencan cmés have unmsely‘ embraced each ofthese r;;r-fnmdly
policaes, luring people inte cary for 87 percent of 2l ther davly
trips. Zoning ordinances that segregate land uses, huoit density, and

neghborhoods Urban hstorzans often say that cars have changed
the city, but public policies have also changed the aty to faver cars
. Mimmum parking requirements are particularly ill-advised
In my book The Higk Cost of Free Parkmg. 1 argued that parking
requiremtents subsidize cars, uicrease traffic congestion and rar-

L i bon smissions, pollute the air and water, encourage sprawl, raise

i
([ =
L
P
i
Lty
£

housing, costs, degrade urban design, reduce walkability, exclude
poor people, and damage the economy. To my knowledge, no one
has argued that parking requirements de not have these hamful

reqmrements dohnvetheseegects Tl
Th‘hlghm‘- z '._:. s :.. o

requirements 1n zoming ordinances, largely because they do not
know the parking demand at every site, or how much the parking
spaces cost, or how the requirements. increase the cost of devel-
epment. Nevertheless, cities have managed to set parking requare-

Thousand Commandments for off-street parking, -

Mot knowing how much required parking spaces cost plan-
ners cannot know how much the parking requirements mcrease
the cost of housing. Small, spartan apartments cost much less to
build than large, luxury apartments, but their parking spaces cost
the same. Because many cities require the same number of spaces
for all honsing, the cost of requred parking can consume the entire
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Suppose the automoblle and ml mdustnes 'suhsld, bamned for a.ﬂ’ordablehousmg

cars essential for most trips, First, segregating |

parking almost everyuhere, makmg cars the |

'l‘hemedlanlsl:hemessage 2l o

tequire lots of parking ereate drivable cities but prohubit- walkable

effects: Instead, a flood of recent research has shown that parkmg

Planners aze:put in a dnﬁicult posmon when asked to set parkmg

ments for handreds of land uses 1 theusands of cmes-—the ’[hn

. Mimmurn parkmng requirements resernble an Aﬂordable Park-

' mg.Act They make parking more affordable by rmsing the cost of

housing and everything else Using data on the costof constructing
parking spaces and shopping centess, I estimated that the parkang
requirement of four spaces per 1,000 sqnare feet for 4 shopping

" center in Los Angeles increases the cost of building a shopping

center by 93 percent if the parking is underground and by 67 pel -
cent 1f the parkang 15160 an aboveground stracture = °- © .

- This cost mcrease 1s passed on to all shoppers Parlung requme-
ments raise the price of food for people who are tod poor to own
a car to ensuze that ncher peop]e can park free whzn ﬂley duwe to
agreceryston: G pos. 4

A single parking space can cost far more t.han the entire net worth

of many American fanulies In recent résearch, ] estimated that the
average cost per space for parking stfictures 1o the U§ is about”

$24,000 for aboveground parking and $34,000 for nnderground
parking We can compare the cost of a parkang space with the net

‘worth of US_ households (the value of all assets mmus all debts)

In 2011, this median net worth was $68,828 for all US houscholds,
$7,683 for Hispamc heuseholds and $6,314 for black houscholds

Thus one underground parking space can tost five times more |

than the median net worth for all black households in the country
Nevertheless, cities requure sevet al parking spaces {at hume, work,
shopping, recreation, ¢hurches, schools, and many other places)
i’breveryhdusehold o = K e

. Many families have a negative net worth bec&use the;r debts

exceedthe:r assets Eaghteen perceént of all honseholds, 20 percent | *
of Hhspanic households, and 33 percent of black households rad |

zero or negahive net worth 1 2611 The only way these families can
take advantage of all the parking cihes require 15 to go farther nto
debt to buy a car, which they must then support, often by hnancmg
1t at a high subprime mterest rateonacardoan -~ - - -

" In other words, cities require parking for every bu:ldmg w1th-

4out notiang the high cost of the required spaces or the bm-dm

piaced on fa.m;lles who ha\'e httle or no wealth

"—,’f.:."‘ :

Tlmeforrefom P

Perhaps because of the gmw:ng daubls about munmnm parkmg
Tequirements, a few cities have begun to backpedal, at least in their
downtowns. They recognize that parking requirements prevent an-
fill redevelopment on small lots, where it 15 difficult and costly to
fit both a new buslding and the required parking And they see that
parking requirements prevent new uses when older bmldmgs Iack
the parking spaces requred forthose new uses. . T
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‘A city can be friendly to people or it can be friendly to cars, but it can't be both.

—ENRIGUE PENALQSA. FORMER MAYOR OF BOGOTA, CCLOMBIA

According to recent newspaper articles, many cities have re-
duced or removed their parking requirements. Some of the rea-
sons: “to promote the creation of downtown apartments” (Green-
field, Massachusetts), “to see more affordable housing” (Miami),
“to meet the needs of smaller businesses™ (Muskegon, Michigan),
“to ive business owners more flexibility while creating a vibrant
downtown” (Sandpoint, Idahe), and “to prevent ugly, auto-orient-
ed townhouses” {Seattle).

Given this policy momentum, I thought the time to reform
parking requirements in California had arrived when the legis-
lature considered Assembly Bill 904 (the Sustainable Minimum
Parking Requirements Act of 2012). AB 904 would have set an up-
per limit on how much parking cities can require in transit-rich
districts: no more than one space per dwelling unit or two spaces
per 1,000 square feet of commercial space. The bill defined these
districts a5 areas within a quarter-mile of transit lines that run ev-
ery 15 minutes or better.

AB 904 would limit how much parking cities can require, but
it would not limit the parking supply. Developers could provide
more than the required parking if they thought the demand justi-
fied the cost.

Why would a state want to adopt this policy? Federal and state
governments give cities billions of dollars every year to build and
| operate mass transit systems, yet most citics require ample parking
on the assumption that almost everyone will drive almast every-
where, even where public transit is available.

Twenty public transit lines serve the UCLA campus in West-
wood, with 119 buses per hour arriving during the morning peak
(7 to 9 a.m.). Nevertheless, across the street from campus, Los An-
geles requires 3.5 parking spaces for every apartment that contains
more than four rcoms,

Los Angeles is building its Subway to the Sea under Wilshire
Boulevard, which alrcady boasts the city’s most frequent bus ser-
vice. Nevertheless, along parts of Wilshire the city requires at least
2.5 parking spaces for each dwelling unit, regardless of the number
of rooms,

Also on Wilshire Boulevard, Beverly Hills requires 22 parking
spaces per 1,000 square feet for restaurants, which means the park-
ing lot is seven times larger than the restaurant. Public transit in
this parking environment resembles a rowboat in the desert.

Why limit parking requirements?

The rationale for a limit on parking requirements in transit-rich
districts is the same as the rationale for most city planning: The
uncoordinated actions of many individuals can add up to a collec-
i tive result that most people distike. In this case, minimum parking
requirements create an asphalt wasteland that blights the environ-

Parking inequity
The cost of one structured parking space far exceeds the median
net worth of minority households.

$34,000
y undergrourd space

LR
1i-|.rr1i'r=.-£_

$24,000
sboveground space

SOURCES: W5 CENSUS BUREAU, NET WORTH AND ASSET OWNERSHIP. 2011, DONALD
SHOUP, IN PARKING ISSUES AND POLICIES, 2014; GRAPHIC BY JOAN CAIRNEY

ment and compels people to drive. Limits on the parking require-
ments in transit-rich neighborhoods can reduce this blight by
making redevelopment more feasible near transit stations.

How will reducing off-street parking requirements affect devel-
opment? Zhan Guo and S$huai Ren at New York University studied
the results when in 2004 London shifted from minimum parking
requirements with no maximum to maximum parking limits with
no minimum. Comparing developments completed before and af-
ter the reform, they found that the parking supplied after the re-
form was only 68 percent of the maximum allowed and only 52
percent of the previous minimum required.

This result implies that the previous parking minimum was al-
most double the number of parking spaces that developers would
have voluntarily provided. The researchers concluded that remov-
ing the parking minimum caused 98 percent of the reduction in
parking spaces, while imposing the maxzimum caused only two
percent of the reduction. Removing the minimum was far more
important than imposing a maximum.

Cities usually require or restrict parking without considering
the middle ground of neither a minimum nor a raximum, This

American Planning Association
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behavior recalls a Soviet maxim: “What is not required must be
prohibited” AB 904, however, was something new. It did not re-
strict parking but simply imposed a cap on minimum parking re-
quirements, a far milder reform.

Aided by lobbying from the California Chapter of APA, op-
ponents succeeded in defeating AB 904 in the legislature, but it has
since been resurrected and revised, and will be reintroduced as a
new bill in the next session.

There have been precedents for statewide limits on parking re-
guirements. Oregon's Transportation Systems Plan requires local
governments to amend their land-use and subdivision regulations
to achieve a 10 percent reduction in the number of parking spaces
per capita, The United Kingdom's transport policy guidelines for
local planning specify that “plans should state maximum levels of
parking for broad classes of development. . . . There should be no
minimum standards for development, other than parking for dis-
abled people”

These attempts to take state and national concerns into account
suggest that, when left to their own devices, local governments re-
quire too much parking.

An arranged marriage

Many people believe that America freely chose its lave affair with
the car, but I think there was an arranged marriage. By recom-
mending minimum parking requirements in zoning ordinances,
the planning profession was both a matchmaker and a leading
member of the wedding party.

Unfortunately, no one provided a good prenuptial agreement.
Planners can now becorne marriage counselors or divorce lawyers
where the relationship between people and cars no longer works
well, Putting a cap on parking requirements is a good place to start.

|

Donald Shoup is a distinguished professar of urben planning at the University of
California, Los Angele., and the author of The High Cost of Free Parking, published in
paperback by APA's Planness Press in 2011, He will retire later this year, and UCLA 15
launching a scholarship in his name. Details are at shoupista.com.

FROM APA
The High Cost of Free Parking, by Donald Shoup, APA Planners
Press 2071 {paperback).
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Requirements Act of 2012 shoup bol ucla edu/AssemblyBill204 pdf
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Impact of the London Parking Reform on Residenbial Parking
Supply from 2004 to 2010" Urban Studres 50(6) T183-1200
{.etters about AB 904 from mayors. planning academucs, planning
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shoup bel ucla eau/LettersAbout AssemblyBill904 pdf,

Donald Shoup. "The High Cosi of Minimum Parking Requirements,”
np B7-13 10 Farking: Issues and Policies Stephen Ison and Corinne
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Westmont Parking Reduction Memo

The following memo briefly outlines some applicable existing parking regulations, then lists potential
reduction regulation strategies for the new TOD code.

EXISTING WESTMONT OFF-STREET ALLOWED REDUCTIONS

Cash-in-lieu fee

When the application of the off-street parking regulations specified hereinafter results in a requirement of not
more than three spaces on a single Iot in the B-1 or B-2 districts, such parking spaces need not be provided;
however, in the B-1 district, a payment of cash-in-lieu of providing such parking spaces, as set out in section
(3), below, must be received by the village for such parking space waivers. Note, where two or more uses
are located on a single lot, only one of these uses shall be eligible for the above exemption. This exemption

shall not apply to dwelling units,

in the event that an applicant or petitioner requests a variance in the form of a waiver of required off-street
parking spaces in the B-1 district, said applicant or petitioner shall be required fo pay an amount of money
for each off-street parking space waived by variance. The schedule of applicable fees is set out in section
(3). below. Such fees shall be placed in the parking fund for the purpose of acquiring property for public
parking, to construct new public parking facilities, and/or to make improvements to existing public parking
facilities. The village board may, at their sole discretion, reduce and/or waive this fee in the downtown B-1

central business district.

Cash-in-lieu fee schedule for parking waiver variations:

For parking waivers of three parking spaces or less—$500.00 fiat fee;

For parking waivers of four to ten parking spaces—%$250.00 per parking space, after payment for the
waiver of the first three parking spaces set forth above;

ror parking waivers of 11 to 20 parking spaces—3$500.00 per parking space, after payment for the
waiver of the first three parking spaces set forth above, and payment for the waiver of spaces four to
ten set forth above; For parking waivers of more than 21 parking spaces—$750.00 per parking
space, after payment for the waiver of the first three parking spaces set forth above, and payment for
the waiver of spaces four to ten, and 11 to 20 set forth above.

Collective provision
Off-street parking facilities for separate uses may be provided collectively if the total number of spaces so

provided is not less than the sum of the separate requirements for each such use and provided that all
regulations governing location of accessory parking spaces, in relation to the use served, are adhered to.
Further, no parking space or portion thereof shall serve as a required space for more than one use unless

otherwise authorized by the planning and zoning commission.
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PARKING REDUCTION GUIDE

The table below illustrates parking requirements for key land uses that could be found within the TOD area.
The existing Westmont parking minimums (Column A) are compared to other Chicago suburban minimums
{Column B). There are several land uses where Westmont has higher requirements. It is also compared to
suggested TOD parking maximums (Column C}.

(sit down)

area

of seating area

Land Use ,V;:rs:il:onst..Ex‘::izg xir:i:::t‘ { . Communities’ - | ~ Maximum Parking
T sieha qyire " Requirements* " "Requirement
Multifamily
* 1 bedroom * 2.5/ unit * 2/ unit e 1/unit
* 2 bedrooms + 2.5/ unit * 2/ unit . 15/unit
+ 3ormore bedrooms | *« 2.5/ unit * 2/ unit e 2.0/ unit
15/1000sfor2.5 /1000 sf (1/
Office 200 sf of floor area or 1 /400 ;;:50'300 sf of floor 3 /1000 gfa
depending on volume)
511000 gsfor 2.5/1000 sf (1/ | 1/ 300 sf of floor area
Personal Service 200 sf or 17400 sf depending or 3/1000 gfa
of volume) 4 /1000 of floor area
Financiai institution 3.3 /1000 sf (1 /300 sf) 1/250-300 sf offloor 1 4 1000 g
5/1000sfor2.5 f1000sf(1/ | 1/300 sf of floor area
Retail 200 sf of floor area or 1 /400 or 371000 gfa
depending on volume) 4 /1000 of floor area
. 1/each4seats +2/3
Restaurant - full service employees or 1/ 50 sf floor 1/4 seats or 1 /45 sf 1071000 gfa

*Surveyed municipalities include: Park Ridge, Mount Prospect, Arlington Heights, Glenview, Palatine, Skokie, Morton
Grove, Lemont, and Des Plaines.

Irrespective of transit proximity, note the comparisons with other suburban communities. The Village might
consider reducing its minimum off-street parking requirements city-wide in some cases. Specific to the TOD,
we typically recommend one of the following two routes for reducing parking requirements:

1) Keep the Village’s existing parking requirements and add parking credit reductions for
parcels within the TOD boundary. Use what exists in Column A and add parking credit strategies
described in this document that reduce parking demand (TOD proximity reduction, on-street parking
credit, public parking availability, shared parking credit, and cooperative parking credit). Other
strategies in this document could also be considered, such as car share parking credit, in-lieu
parking fees, and a parking management system.

2) Change the Village’s parking requirements within the TOD boundary to TOD-specific parking
maximums. Adopt parking maximums similar to those in Column C that apply to parcels within the
TOD boundary. These requirements simply embed the TOD proximity reduction into the
requirements. In the case of Westmont, we would recommend considering only other reduction
credits that provide an actual space located elsewhere in exchange for a space on the parcel (on-
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street parking, public parking, shared parking). Other strategies in this document could also be
considered, such as in-lieu parking fees and a parking management system.

PARKING REDUCTION STRATEGIES

Communities recognize that compact, mixed-use, walkable places still need parking to be successful.
Parking is needed for both patrons and employees, but this parking may vary throughout the day. Typical
parking requirements simply require a set minimum amount of parking per a specific unit, ignoring the many
different characteristics and context of the community. The following strategies present opportunities to
balance the need for parking with other goals to support and enhance pedestrian- and transit-oriented areas.

MINIMUM VS. MAXIMUM PARKING REQUIREMENTS

Every area needs an adequate, appealing, and accessible parking supply. However, too much parking is
costly and creates a more auto-oriented environment while minimizing the pedestrian environment.
Conversely, providing too little parking can discourage developers and visitors to the area.

ITE

Traditional parking generation rates published by the Institute of Transportation Engineering (ITE) generate
the parking demand associated with individual land uses. These rates, however, do not reflect urban design
and site characteristics such as the mix, density, and interaction between land uses as well as proximity to
transit. Using the traditional rates without regard to site-specific factors could create an oversupply of
parking, which could drive up development costs and reinforce an auto-oriented environment with negative
impacts on the bicycle and pedestrian environment and act as a disincentive to using transit.

Parking Minimums

The overall goal for a community is provide a balanced parking system — a system with the appropriate
amount and mix of parking resources. Most zoning ordinances establish parking “minimums” as a way to
make sure that enough parking wil! be provided and allow developers to determine what level of parking
should be provided. A lack of parking is often cited as a reason for the iack of development, so parking
minimums allow developers to decide how much is enough, regardless of code. However, minimum parking
requirements can result in an oversupply in parking. Further, land uses can and do fail, even with an
adequate supply of parking. Parking is costly to provide and results in higher building costs. In fact, the cost
of provided parking can increase the rent of office space by as much as 67% (Parking Ratios, Chapel Hill,
NC, 2002). It should also not be assumed that developers would prefer to build as many parking spaces as
possible.

Parking Maximums

While the concept of parking maximums is a relatively new too! in northeastern lllinois, this strategy has been
used by municipalities across the country for many years. Portland, Oregon, Seattle, Washington, San
Francisco, California, Cambridge, Massachusetts, San Antonio, Texas, and Concord, North Carolina, have
all implemented some form of parking maximums, either on a district basis or related to specific land uses.

Loca! examples of the use of parking maximums or similar concepts to manage the parking supply include:

«  Elmhurst — Does not require accessory off-street parking in the C-1, C-2, or C4A commerial districts
except for residential uses.

Plainfield — Recently established maximum off-street parking limits for commercial establishments
located within the Downtown Parking Zone (DPZ). Additionally, small residential and business land
uses less than 5,000 sf are exempt from the minimum parking standards in the DPZ.

= Tinley Park — The Village's recently completed Legacy Plan and Legacy Code (form-based code)
eliminated on-site vehicle parking for commercial fand uses in the Downtown Core (although on-site
bike parking still required).

«  Evanston — allows for a parking exemption for businesses Iess than 4,000 sf in fioor area as a
means to support focal, independent businesses that are not likely to be able to provide on-site
parking.
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Alternatively, parking maximums limit the number of parking spaces that can be provided. This strategy is
appropriate especially for areas that are transit- and pedestrian-focused, and areas that are compact with
limited land available. Maximum parking requirements are appropriate for communities with accessible and
frequent transit service and are economically stable to attract tenants without a need for surplus parking.

PARKING RATIOS

As the Regional Transportation Authority (RTA) acknowledges in its latest report, Access & Parking
Strategies for Transit-Oriented Development, the topic of how to balance the need to provide parking for
transit access while not generating other negative impacts is challenging. Many factors should be considered
in determining parking requirements for each specific downtown locations and areas developed around
transit, such as:

Community type (urban/suburban, neighborhood/town center/regional center)
Street/circulation system

Pedestrian environment/walkability

Level of/quality of/distance from transit service

Site characteristics (mix of uses, density)

interaction between land uses (ability to share parking resources)

Bike access/routes

Existing parking characteristics, Parking tools (shared parking, parking management, pricing)
Demographics (age, income, auto ownership)

Further, the size/mix of the development and availability/distance from transit station impact parking
generation rates. While there is no specific reduction percentage or “one size fits all" approach regarding
parking that applies to every downtown or transit oriented area, a typical parking generation rate reduction of
10% to 25% has been documented across the county for areas in close proximity to fixed transit assets.

SHARED PARKING / COOPERATIVE PARKING

Shared Parking

Shared parking is based on the concept that different land uses have different parking demand at different
times. Allowing shared parking can decrease the total number of spaces required for mixed use
developments or mixed use areas, while still providing an adequate supply of parking. The concept
promotes more centralized parking resources and supports a more safe and walkable area.

To demonstrate shared parking, a shared parking analysis is required to determine the actual parking
demand. This analysis is based on the size of each individual land use, maximum parking requirements for
each land use, the typical parking user (visitor, employee), and the hourly parking accumulation for each
land use.

Cooperative Parking

Cooperative parking is a similar concept to sharing of parking resources, but occurs when two or more land
uses can cooperatively provide parking resources. Allowing for mixed uses to provide for parking
cooperatively allows for more efficient use of space. Cooperative parking is common in State of Washington
communities where a 20% reduction of the total combined required parking is allowed. The City of Des
Plaines aliows for cooperative parking, allowing for a 25% reduction when 4 or more uses are included or a
15% reduction when 3 uses are included. The City of Evanston includes a similar provision, “collective
parking", where the Zoning Administrator may allow for a reduction in the required parking for 2 or more non-
residential uses jointly providing off-street parking when their hours of operation do not overlap.
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IN-LIEU PARKING FEES

In-lieu parking fees provide one strategy for financing centralized parking structures, as weli as providing an
option to developers. Instead of developers providing on-site parking, the community provides off-site
parking that is used by visitors and employees of the development. Using in-lieu fees can generate several
benefis:

»  Promote shared parking

»  Allow for increased municipal control of the parking system

» Offer improved location and design of parking facilities that is supportive of the pedestrian
environment

*  Greater control of urban design in the downtown

In-lieu parking fees are typically set as a per-space fixed cost based on the cost to construct a parking
space. This amount could be changed periodicaily based on estimates of construction costs by referencing
construction costs indices. Alternatively, fees could be set on a case-by-case basis. These fees are usually
charged at the time of development.

While developers may be concerned about the lack of on-site parking, an appropriately located structure
should support development and minimize these concemns. Additionally, this program could be voluntary,
and any developer who is concerned about not providing on-site parking could still include parking. Many
communities have reported that these fees had become a form of administrative relief for developers who do
not want to provide the required parking. (In Lieu of Required Parking, Denald Shoup, 1998)

It is difficult to compare fees among different communities, as each has a different set cost per space and
different parking requirements. The average in-lieu fee in the U.S. ranges from less than $6,000 to more
than $27,000 per space, with the average being $11,305 per space. (In Lieu of Required Parking, Donald
Shoup, 1999) Local examples include Oak Park, Highland Park, Lake Forest, Libertyville, and Riverside.
The Village of Tinley Park allows for an in lieu of parking fee of $1,000 for each automobile and bicycle
parking space that cannot be provided on the subject fot.

PARKING CREDITS
Parking credits provide for a reduction in the number of required off-street parking spaces allowed for
specific circumstances or strategies that reduce parking demand. Some options for authorizing credits

include:

Transit Proximity Reduction
For all uses, parking requirements may be reduced 15% from parking requirement with proximity to a fixed
route transit service or commuter rail station within % mile walk distance from platform or transit stop.

Availability of On-Street Parking
For non-residential uses, on-street parking spaces 50% adjacent to the property line can be credited against

the parking requirement

Availability of Public Off-Street Spaces
For non-residential uses, public parking spaces located within 660 feet of any property line may be credited

against the parking requirement at a rate of one credit for every three parking spaces.

Established Car-Sharing Program
Parking requirements can be reduced with the inclusion of car-share parking at the rate of four spaces per
car-share spaces. Applicant must show documentation of an agreement with a car-sharing organization.

Other Strategies
*  Addition of bicycle parking
+ Development of a transportation management plan that would describe proposed transportation
management strategies to be employed, such as providing financial benefits for transit use, off-peak
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work schedules, carpooling/vanpooling programs, etc. This plan would include estimated use and
commitment to maintain program.
« Financial incentives such as participation with the transit benefit program

Some examples of parking credits in the Chicago area include:

The Village of Oak Park allows up to a 25% reduction in the number of required off-street parking spaces,
per approval by the Village Engineer, for the following circumstances:
»  On-street parking — one space reduction for every one on-street space adjacent to the property;
+ Transit availability — applicant demonstrates a certain percentage of customers or users will utilize
mass transit;
« Bicycle Parking — provisions included to accommodate bicycles;
+ Transportation Management Plan — the development or use commits to maintain a transportation
management plan that indicates specifics activities and measures;
«  Off-peak work hours — allows employees to arrive at times other than the peak morning commute
period;
»  Financial Incentives — employer provides cash or in-kind financial incentives for employees
commuting by carfvanpools, carsharing, or transit.

The City of Evanston allows a 10% reduction of parking spaces with a long-term lease with 2 carsharing
service. For projects requiring 5 — 10 off-street parking spaces a reduction of one space is allowed. Projects
requiring more than 10 off-street spaces are allowed a reduction of 10% of the required parking spaces.
Additionally, Evanston allows for a parking exemption for businesses less than 4,000 sf in floor area as a
means to support local, independent businesses that are not likely to be able to provide on-site parking.

The City of Des Plaines allows for the following parking credits:

» On-street parking — allows for the inclusion of on-street parking where the parking space must be
located adjacent to the property line;

»  Public Parking — For non-residential uses, allows one credit for every 3 public parking spaces
iocated within 660 feet (11'8th mile) of any properiy line;

+  Transit Service - Allows for a 15% reduction in required parking spaces for developments within 440
feet of and 10% reduction in required parking spaces within 800 feet of a commuter rail station for
fixed route transit with 15-minute minimum headway;

» Car-sharing — For each car-share space, required parking can be reduced by 4 spaces, up toa total
of 40% of the total required parking spaces.

The Village of Highland Park allows for a 5% - 15% reduction in parking requirements for those uses that
attract “captive” markets, i.e., commercial/restaurant uses generating a portion of those businesses from
employees of nearby office locations. These uses must be located within a maximum 1,000 feet walking
distance. The Village also allows for a 15% reduction for uses located within 1,000 feet of fixed routes transit
service or a commuter rail station.

The Village of Tinley Park offers reductions in required parking for a development that is located within 300
feet of a municipal or commuter parking facility,

BICYCLE PARKING

Provisions to accommodate bicycle use are an important component of a multimodal downtown. General
guidance to providing bicycle parking, as provided by the Victoria Transport Policy Institute (VTPI)
addresses:

+  Short-term bicycle parking provide shoppers, customers, messengers and other visitors who
generally park for two hours or less a convenient and readily accessible place to park bicycles. It
should be located within 50 feet of the building entrance that cyclists use. Where there is more than
one building on a site, or where building has more than one main entrance, the parking must be
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distributed to serve all buildings or main entrances. If more than 10 short-term spaces are required,
at least 50% shouid be covered.

*  Long-term bicycle parking for employees, students, residents, commuters and others who stay ata
site for several hours a secure and weather-protected place to store their bicycles. Locate on site or
within 750 feet of the site - daily bicycle commuters are generally willing to walk a short distance,
about three blocks, if they are confident the parking is secure.

+  Each parking space must be accessible without moving another bicycle - generally, allow for 2 fest
by 6 feet for each bicycle parking space. Provide an aisle at least 5 feet wide behind all bicycle
parking to allow room for maneuvering - just as automobile drivers need additional space to
maneuvar in and ocut of parking spaces.

Some communities now have similar standards for bicycle parking similar to vehicular off-street parking
spaces, or allow bicycle parking to substitute for a portion of automobile parking. The City of Evanston
Zoning Administrator can require bicycle parking for new public, hospital, university/coliege buildings, and
shopping centers. The Village of Oak Park aflows for a reduction of up to 25% for the inclusion of bicycle
parking. The City of Des Plaines and the Village of Tinley Park have more specific requirements:

* Des Plaines
o For required uses, specific bicycle parking standards are provided in Zoning Code

o Bicycle parking spaces dimensions of 2 feet by 6 feet

¢ Alsle width of 5 feet

o Bicycle access space of 2 feet per bicycle parking space
¢ Located within 50 feet from entrance of use

* Tinley Park
o For specified districts, on-site bicycle parking is required at 0.2 spaces per 1,000sf (2
minimum).
o Shall be provided within a lot's parking zone or at the front of a building no more than 50

feet from building entrance.
o Bicycle parking shelters are permitted within a lof’s parking zone by must be iocated no

closer than 5 feet to any property line
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ORDINANCE NO. 2015-
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ZONING ORDINANCE FOR MULTIPLE-FAMILY PARKING
REQUIREMENTS

WHEREAS, the Village of Westmont is a municipal corporation duly organized and
operating pursuant to the laws of the State of illinois; and

WHEREAS , the Village of Westmont has a vested interest in maintaining multiple-family
parking requirements consistent with comparable communities to promote new development,
redevelopment and economic viability; and

WHEREAS , the Village of Westmont desires to amend the current code text to further
define multiple-family parking requirements based on the type of dwelling units; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of the
Village of Westmont, DuPage County, lllinois, as follows {additi changes are indicated b

underlining and shading; deletions-are-indicated-by-strikeouts):

Section 1: The Village of Westmont Municipal Code, Appendix A - Zoning, Article X -
Off-Street Parking and Off-Street Loading, Section 10.06 - Off-Street Parking is hereby
amended:

de5|gnated uses shall be provided as follows.
(1) Dwelling uses.
{b} Multiple- famlly dwelllngs
{1)
(2)
(3)

(4) 3 Bedrooms and over - 2/z parklng spaces for each dwellmg unit.

Section 2: All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict with the provisions of this
ordinance are hereby repealed to the extent of the conflict.

Section 3 : This ordinance shall be in full force and effect after its passage, approval
and publication in pamphlet form as provided by law.



